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substance what B has directed him to say. This is a subject not peculiar 
to telephone conversations, but involves the well-known principles of 
interpreters as agencies of communication. 13 



REGENT CASES 

Agency — Scope of Agent's Authority — Principal's Liability under 
Workmen's Compensation Act to Person Employed by Agent to Assist 
in Emergency. — Defendant's servant asked aid from plaintiff in getting a 
wagon out of the mud. In attempting to assist, plaintiff was injured. He 
sues under the Workmen's Compensation Act. (1913 Minn. Gen. Stat. 
§ 8195.) Held, that he may recover. State ex rel. Nienaber v. District Court of 
Ramsey County, 165 N. W. 268 (Minn.). 

An agent is justified in assuming extraordinary powers in an emergency. 
Terre Haute, etc. R. Co. v. McMurray, 98 Ind. 358. See Story, Agency, 6 ed., 
§ 141. His conduct must be necessary and limited to the exigencies of the 
case. Gwittiam v. Twist, [1895] 1 Q. B. 557, [1895] 2 Q. B. 84; Foster v. Smith, 
2 Coldw. (Tenn.) 474; Vandalia R. Co. v. Bryan, 60 Ind. App. 223, no N. E. 
218. See 29 Harv. L. Rev. 547. An agent, ordinarily without authority to 
employ, may have such incidental power in an emergency, and it has been held 
that the person employed is a fellow-servant of the one by whom he is employed. 
Gunderson v. Eastern Brewing Co., 71 Misc. (N. Y.) 519, 130 N. Y. Supp. 785; 
Brooks v. Central Ste. Jeanne, 228 U. S. 688. See F. R. Mechem, " Master's 
Liability to Third Persons for the Negligence of a Stranger Assisting his 
Servant," 3 Mich. L. Rev. 198. There seems to be no reason why the person 
employed could not recover under the Workmen's Compensation Act. See 
Paul v. Nikkei, 1 Cal. I. A. C. 648, 650. It is no objection that the work was 
only casual. Ginther v. Knickerbocker Co., 1 Cal. I. A. C. 458. However, the 
facts in the case do not seem to make the defendant an "employer" within the 
Minnesota statute, which defines an "employer" as one "who employs an- 
other to perform a service for hire." See 1913 Minn. Gen. Stat. § 8230. 
Georgia Pacific R. v. Propst, 83 Ala. 518, 3 So. 764, 85 Ala. 203, 4 So. 711. The 
cases have drawn a rather rough distinction between the volunteer who is 
acting partly to protect his own interests and the volunteer who is not, holding 
that the latter becomes an employee, while the former does not. Street Ry. Co. 
v. Bolton, 43 Ohio St. 224; Wright v. London, etc. R. Co., 1 Q. B. D. 252 ; Mayton 
v. T. & P. R., 63 Texas, 77. 

Attachment — Grounds — Whether an Action for Fraud and Deceit 
is an Action "Arising on Contract-." — A statute provides that no attach- 
ment shall be granted on the ground that the defendant is a non-resident for 
"any claim other than a debt or demand arising upon contract." (Ohio Gen. 
Code, § 11819.) The present defendant sued a non-resident "for fraud and 
deception " in inducing the defendant to buy certain shares of stock and attached 
his property. The plaintiff made a subsequent attachment of this same prop- 
erty, and attacked the prior attachment as not "arising on contract." Held, 
that the prior attachment prevails. Weirick v. Mansfield Lumber Co., 117 
N. E. 362 (Ohio). 

13 Hereiideen Mfg. Co. v. Moore, 66 N. J. L. 74, 48 Atl. 525; Sullivan v. Kuykendall, 
82 Ky. 489; Oskamp v. Gadsden, 35 Nebr. 7, 52 N. W. 718. See 1 Wigmore, Evi- 
dence, § 699. 
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Though the forms of bringing action have generally been abolished, as in 
Ohio, the distinction in substance, not form, between tort and contract, is still 
considered rudimentary and fundamental. Holt Ice Co. v. Arthur Jordan Co., 
25 Ind. App. 314, 57 N. E. 575; Howland v. Needham, 10 Wis. 495. Deceit is a 
tort action, and though the method of committing the wrong was through the 
medium of a contract the action is nevertheless one in tort and not contract. 
Francisco v. Hatch, 117 Wis. 242, 93 N. W. 1118. It has been held expressly 
that an action to recover damages for fraudulent representations acted on does 
not arise on contract. In re Harper, 175 Fed/ 412. If the suit is to rescind the 
contract because of fraud and get back the consideration, there is authority 
that it is an action arising on contract. May v. Disconto Gesellschaft, 113 111. 
App. 415, 71 N. E. 1001; Nethery v. Belden, 66 Miss. 490, 6 So. 464. Contra. 
Ryles v. Shelby Mfg. Co., 93 Mo. App. 178. But it would seem that such an 
action properly sounds in quasi-contract on grounds of unjust enrichment. 
This would differentiate it from both contract and tort. See Keener, Quasi- 
Contracts, 198; Woodward, Quasi-Contracts, §§ 4, 5, 281. The case seems 
unsound and is illustrative both of the fading distinction between forms of 
action in the minds of courts and of a blurred conception of the basic difference 
between tort and contract. 

Bills and Notes — Checks — Negligence of Drawer — Young versus 
Grote. — The plaintiff's confidential clerk, whose duty it was to prepare 
checks for signature, presented a check blank as to words of amount but having 
"£2. o. o" in the space provided for figures. The plaintiff signed. The clerk 
subsequently wrote "one hundred and twenty pounds" in the space provided 
for words, inserted "1" and "o" on either side of "2," cashed the check for 
£120 with the drawee-bank, and absconded. The plaintiff sues the bank for 
the amount charged to his account less £2. Held, he cannot recover. Mac- 
millan v. London J oint Stock Bank, Ltd. [1917] 2 K. B. 439 (C. A.). 

For a discussion of this case, see Notes, page 779. 

Carriers — Baggage — Liability for Loss of Hand-Baggage. — Before 
making up plaintiff's lower berth, the porter, an employee of defendant, placed 
plaintiff's camera in the unused upper berth. Next morning the camera was 
gone. Plaintiff sues for the value thereof. Held, that having assumed charge 
of the camera, defendant was bound to restore it or account for its loss. Palmer 
v. Pullman Co., 167 N. Y. Supp. 610. 

With respect to the personal effects of its patrons, a sleeping-car company 
is not held to the liability of a common carrier or innkeeper. Lewis v. New 
York, etc. Co., 143 Mass. 267, 9 N. E. 615; Pullman Co. v. Smith, 73 111. 360. 
Contra, Pullman Co. v. Lowe, 28 Neb. 239, 44 N. W. 226. See 2 Hutchinson, 
Carriers, 3 ed., § 1130. Its liability is for negligence, and mere proof of the 
loss, if unexplained, justifies a recovery on analogy to the doctrine of res ipsa 
loquitur. Goldstein v. Pullman Co., 220 N. Y. 549, 116 N. E. 376; Kates v. 
Pullman Co., 95 Ga. 810, 23 S. E. 186. Contra, Springer v. Pullman Co., 234 
Pa. 176, 83 Atl. 98. Hence the question of custody does not assume import- 
ance. It is otherwise, however, where a railroad company or other common 
carrier is defendant in suit, for it is not liable as an insurer where there has 
been no bailment to it. Weeks v. New York, etc. R. Co., 72 N. Y. 50; Bunch 
v. Great Western R. Co., 17 Q. B. D. 215. Where control is not exclusive in 
either the carrier or the passenger, the authorities are conflicting. See 3 
Hutchinson, Carriers, 3 ed., §§ 1257-65. See also 25 Harv. L. Rev. 178, 
notes 17, 18. On facts similar to the principal case, a carrier has been held 
liable as an insurer. Nashville, etc. R. Co. v. Lillie, 112 Tenn. 331, 78 S. W. 1055. 
It is submitted, however, that in such cases the act of the employee is a mere 
courtesy, and that strictly there is no bailment to the carrier. 



